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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from ttie mailing date of ttiis communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. In the reply filed August 19, 2008, the applicant amended claims 1, 6, 7, 10, 16 and 19, 
cancelled claim 18. The previous rejection is hereby withdrawn in favor of the new rejection 
found below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-4, 9 and 16-17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank Evertzberg (EP 1151717, hereafter ^717) in view ofOhyama (U.S. 5,874,901, hereafter 
^901) and Latino (U.S.pgpub 2005/0002155, hereafter 155). 

4. Claims 1, 2 and 16: '717 teaches a dishwasher, with a door (fig. 1, part 2) with a handle 
(fig. 1) with a cabinet (fig. 1, shows the cabinet of the dishwasher) with a top table (fig. 2, part 5) 
with a light refraction unit (part 13). '717 does not teach a hole in the top table for the light 
refraction unit to display the light through. '901 is solving the same problem as the applicant of 



Application/Control Number: 10/567,849 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1792 

having a light reflecting display showing through top of a apparatus. '901 teaches a prism (part 
19) that that directs the light from the light source (part 21, col. 4, lines 1-69) to the surface of 
the top of the apparatus (fig. 1 and 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have had the light refraction unit go through a hole in 
the top as taught '901 in apparatus '717 to have yield the predictable result of displaying the 
information through the top plate. 

'717 and '901 does not teach that the light refraction unit/hence the display is 
movable/reciprocating in the vertical direction. '155 is solving the same problem as the 
applicant of making a display movable/reciprocating in the vertical direction. '155 teaches a 
spring to raise a display portion when a trigger is released ([0032]), and the unit is reset by the 
pressing down on the unit ([0032]) allowing for the displayed to be raised and lower, thus 
allowing the display to be seen when raised and hide when lowered ([0032]) thus allowing the 
display to viewed at one positioned and stored at another position ([0032]), where it is inherent 
that some part of the drive mechanism is inside the insertion hole in order to cause the display to 
raised (meaning that some part of the drive unit enters the insertion hole since it has to push the 
display through the hole, thus some part is inserted in the hole). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used a drive unit as 
taught by '155 to raise and lower the display/refraction unit of apparatus thus allowing the 
display to be stored in one position and viewed in another position. 

5. Claim 3: It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have made the 
refraction unit a rectangular parallelepiped, since such a modification would have involved a 
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mere change in the shape of a component. A change of shape is generally recognized as being 
within the ordinary level of skill in the art. In re Dailey, 357 F.2°'' 669, 149 USPQ 1966. 

6. Claims 4 and 17: '717 teaches that the light refraction iinit has multiple predetermined 
angles for the light to go through for the user to see (fig. 10 and 11) and that the unit has a 
fransparent body. '901 teaches that the prisms have multiple angles for the light to be directed to 
the correct location for the information to be seen (fig. 2, 5, 6, col. 4 lines 1-67 and col. 7 lines 5- 
50) and that the unit has a fransparent body (col. 4, lines 1-67). 

7. Claim 9: It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have made the 
refraction unit where the back portion is higher than the front, since such a modification would 
have involved a mere change in the shape of a component. A change of shape is generally 
recognized as being within the ordinary level of skill in the art. In re Dailey, 357 F.2°'* 669, 149 
USPQ 1966. 

Claim 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Frank 
Evertzberg (EP 1151717) in view of Ohyama (U.S. 5,874,901) and Latino (U.S. pgpub 
2005/0002155) as applied to claims 1 and 16 above, and further in view of Sedig (U.S. 
5,399,109, hereafter 109). 

^717, '901, ' 155 teach all the limitations of claiml 1 and 16. 

8. Claim 6: '717, '901, ' 155 does not teach that the spring drive unit is released when the 
user presses the refraction/display unit. '109 is solving the same problem as the applicant of 
pressing down on a trigger to release a spring latch (col. 2, line 60-col. 3 line 10). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time invention was made that the spring can 
be released by pressing down on a object as taught by '901 in apparatus '717 in view of '901 and 
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'55 to have caused the spring to raise and lower the light refraction unit allowing the unit to be 
raised to be seen and lower to hide the display. 

Claims 5, 7, 8, 10-15, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frank Evertzberg (EP 1151717) in view of Ohyama (U.S. 5,874,901) and 
Latino (U.S. pgpub 2005/0002155) as applied to claims 1 and 16 above, and further in view of 
Costanzo (U.S. pgpub. 2002/0077525, hereafter '525). 

'717, '901 and ' 155 teach all the limitations of claiml 1 and 16. 

9. Claims 5, 7, 8, 10, 12-14 and 19-20: See claims 1 and 16 above. '717 does not explicitly 
teach a tub for dishes. It is inherent that a tub is taught the place where the washing occurs and 
the inner part of the cabinet (fig. 1 and 3). '525 is solving the same problem as the applicant of 
using a switch and a step motor to raise and lower a object. '525 teaches using a switch 
connected to a step motor to control the motor to raise and lower an object ([0007], where the 
drive mechanism is composed of a step motor, a gear system and a rack). All of the claimed 
elements were known in the prior art and one skilled in the art could have combined the elements 
as claimed by known methods with no change in their respective fiinctions, and the combination 
would have yielded predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, meaning that a switch place on the side of the container, a location where the user can 
reach, where the drive unit is a step motor to raise and lower the object as taught by '525, where 
the unit is mounted underneath the refraction unit in apparatus '717 in view of '901 and 155 to 
have yield the predictable result of raising and lowering the display/refraction unit. 

10. Claim 11: '155 teaches using a spring to raise the display unit ([0032]). 

11. Claim 15: See claims 4 and 17 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed August 19, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

13. Applicant is arguing that the drive unit is beneath the insertion hole and that it is not 
located inside the insertion hole. However, it is inherent that some part of the drive mechanism 
is inside the insertion hole in order to cause the display to raised (meaning that some part of the 
drive unit enters the insertion hole since it has to push the display through the hole, thus some 
part is inserted in the hole). 

Conclusion 

14. Applicanfs amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAMUEL A. WALDBAUM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1860. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TR 6:20-3:50, F 6:30-10:30 est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Cleveland can be reached on 571-272-1418. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/S. A. W./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



/FRANKIE L. STINSON/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



